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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 1
through 3 and 5 through 9.

The disclosed invention relates to a nethod for validating
pressure test data obtained froma well that includes the step of
extending a pressure neasurenent instrunment into the well to a
predeterm ned depth. The pressure nmeasurenent instrunent has a

first gauge for measuring absolute pressure, and a second gauge
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for nmeasuring a differential pressure over a predefined
di fferential nmeasurenent distance.

Caiml1lis illustrative of the clained invention, and it
reads as foll ows:

1. A method for validating pressure test data obtained from
a well, said nmethod conprising the step of:

(a) extending a pressure neasurenent instrunment into said
well to a predetermned depth in said well, said pressure
measur enent instrunent having a pair of gauges, a first gauge for
measuring absol ute pressure, and a second gauge for neasuring a
differential pressure over a predefined differential nmeasurenent
di st ance;

(b) periodically sending a signal to said pressure
measurenent instrunent to initiate a nmeasurenment of pressure
i nside said well;

(c) receiving a set of nmeasurenents resulting fromsaid
signal sent in step (b), said set conprising an absol ute pressure
measurenent fromsaid first gauge and a differential pressure
measurenent from said second gauge;

(d) for each of said set of neasurenents obtained in
step (c), displaying said absol ute pressure neasurenent on a
di spl ay devi ce;

(e) for each of said set of neasurenents obtained in step
(c), using said differential pressure to determ ne a type of
fluid surroundi ng said pressure neasurenent instrunent;

(f) when said type of fluid obtained in step (e) differs
froma type of fluid determ ned froman i nmredi ately previous set
of measurenents, indicating a fluid boundary on said display
devi ce; and

(g) validating any discontinuties [sic, discontinuities]
whi ch may occur in said absolute pressure neasurenents by
reference to said fluid boundary.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:
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Noi k 3, 184, 965 May 25, 1965
Quimard et al. (Guimard) 4, 455, 875 June 26, 1984

Mattar, Critical Evaluation and Processing of Data Prior to
Pressure Transient Analysis, Society of Petrol eum Engi neers,
pages 709 through 721, 1992.

Clains 1 through 3 and 5 through 9 stand rejected under
35 U.S.C. §8 103 as being unpatentable over GQuinmard in view of
Noi k and Mattar.

Ref erence is nmade to the brief, final rejection and the
answer for the respective positions of the appellant and the
exam ner.

OPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record before us,
and we will reverse the obviousness rejection of clainms 1 through
3 and 5 through 9.

We agree with the appellant’s assessnent of the teachings of
GQuimard (Brief, pages 5 and 6), Noik (Brief, page 6), and Mattar
(Brief, pages 6 through 8). The pressure neasurenent sonde in
Gui mard uses a pressure and tenperature detector 18 in unison
with a reference detector 20 that only neasures tenperature. By
subtracting the tenperature readi ng obtained by detector 20 from
the pressure and tenperature readi ngs obtained by the detector 18
t he pressure neasurenent sonde yields an absol ute pressure val ue
of the surrounding nediumin the oil well. The three diaphragns
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18 through 20 in Noik formthe major sensing apparatus in a
differential pressure sensing device that determ nes the nature
of fluids filling a well at various depths. Mattar teaches
that rising and falling liquid levels in a shut-in well can
cause errors in interpreting pressure neasurenents (page 711
colum 2), and that at |east two gauges nust be used during a
test for proper pressure readings (page 715, colum 2).

According to the exam ner (Final rejection, page 4), it
woul d have been obvi ous based upon the teachings of Mattar to
provide Guimard with a differential pressure gauge as taught by
Noi k because “as taught by Mattar, density changes caused by
fluid discontinuities are one source of m sdiagnhosis in pressure
data taken in a shut in well and to account for this source of
error by enploying the apparatus of Noik to determ ne the type of
fluid surrounding the instrunment and any change therein as a
criteria for judging the soundness of absol ute pressure
measur enents woul d assure that such fluid discontinuities are
properly treated.”

Al t hough Mattar teaches that at | east two gauges nust be
used for proper pressure neasurenents, this reference neither
teaches nor would it have suggested to one of ordinary skill in

the art the use of a differential pressure gauge in conbination
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with an absol ute pressure gauge. The appellant correctly
concluded (Brief, page 8) that “one of ordinary skill in the art
in the possession of Mattar would only be led to nodify the

di scl osure of Guimard et al. by enploying a m nimum of two

absol ute pressure recorders in tandem and plotting the absol ute
pressure recorded by each device.” |In other words, Mattar “does
not disclose utilizing pressure recorders which have both an
absolute and a differential pressure gauge” (Brief, page 9).
Accordingly, we agree with appellant’s argunent (Brief, page 10)
that the exam ner has resorted to “inproper hindsight analysis”
to denonstrate the obviousness of the clainmed invention. The

obvi ousness rejection is reversed.
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DECI SI ON

The decision of the examner rejecting clains 1 through 3

and 5 through 9 under 35 U.S.C. 8 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

STANLEY M URYNOW CZ,
Adm ni strative Patent

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent

JAMES T. CARM CHAEL
Adm ni strative Patent
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